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SUBJECT: SNIE 11-18-62: SOVIET REACTIONS TO CERTAIN US CQURSES
) aF ACTIQN CN CUBA

TEE FRCOBLEM

To estiwate prcdable Scviet reactions to certaln US ccurses

of aeticu vwith rociict oo Cla.

THE ESTIMATE

1. A major Soviet cdjective 1a treir rilitary buil;up in

Cuba is to deccrestrate that th2 worid balence of fofces has

‘shifted so far in their favor that the US cen no lenger prevent

e edvarce cflSoviet offensive pover even fnto its own herisphere.

In this connection they essune, of coursé, tbét trese deploymests

soorer or later wiil beccoe putlials bnsvm,
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2, It is ;soss;me that the USSR s fnstalling these plssiles
_. priearily in.orde} 40 use then in bargaining for IS concéﬁsiong
eleewhercs Wo think this unlikely, hovevers The public withdraval
of Sovict minsiles from Cuba would create aer;oué probleus 4n the
USSR'Q relations'ﬁith Castro; it voﬁlﬂ cast doubt dn the firmﬁess
of the Soviet fntention to protect the’Castfo regive and perhaps on

their commiteents elscwlhere,

3. If the US accepts the strateglc missile buildup‘in Cuba,

. the Soviets would contizue the Ywildup of strategic weapons 4o
Cuba. Ve have no basis for estivating the force level vﬁich they
vould.vish to reach, bui it secus clear elready that tbéy intexd

'_"to go teyond a token capability. They would probebiy e)&péct‘ treir
wissile forces in Cudba to make somre eontribution fo theif total
stratezic cazability vis-e-vis ihe '3, We copsider in Anpex B the
possible effects of a miesile buildup in Cuba upon the overall re-

laticnship of strategle military pever.

4, VUS acceptance of the strateglc cissile bulldup would pro-
- vide strong ezcﬁarﬁng%nt to Ccrrmunists, pro-Cermunists, erd the
moTe entiangeriéan_septors of opinion in latin America ard elsewlhere.

Couversely, anti-Cozzuniste end those wbo relate thelr own interests

-2.
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s to those of the US would be a‘tmﬁgl& adlscouraged. It aeexﬁs clear
' ‘ that, esxééially over the long run, there would be a loss of con~
‘fidence in US pover end determination and .a scrious decline of US

‘influence generally, o

EFFECT OF WARNING A i

5S¢ If the US confronts Khrushchev with its kncwlédge of the
}RBM deployrent and presses‘ for a withdrawal, we do not t':»eue‘vle the
Soviets would halt taz deployment. Insieed, tney would propose
regotistions cn the gereral question of .fcreign bases, claioing
equal right t¢ establish Soviet Yeases ard assuriﬁg the US of tigzht
control over the missiles. They would probably link Cuda vith the
ﬁerlin situation ard emphasize their patience erd preference for
negotiations, fwplyirg tlét Berlin was held hostage to US acticns
in Cuba, - |

6. There is some elight chence that a wernipg to Cestro might

| pske a differerce, since the Soviets could regard this es & chance

to stand aside, but it also mculd glve {ime for offers to negotiate,
continued builiup, and counterpressures, and we fbims the result in

the erd weuld be the satve.
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Te ADW‘varaing would of course degrade the elcmeﬁt of sur-

.‘prise ina aubsequent US attack.

" EFFECT CF DBLOCKADE

8. While the effectivencss of Castro's wilitary machine uight
be fmpalred by a total US blnckéde; Castro would be certain to
tighten internal securitly and would take rutinless actien egainst
any attempts at revolt, There 1s no reason to believe that a
blockade of itself would bring down the Castro reglue. %he Sovietg
would almost certainly exert strovng direct pressures elsevhere to
end the blockede. The attitudes of other states toward a blockade
action ere not censidered in this‘papar. It 4s cbvicus 4tat the

Soviets would heavily €% =1lsit ell adverse reacticns-

- 1'/
SOVIET EESCTICH TO USS (F MILITARY FCRCE™

9e . If thz US tekes dircct militaxy actioh egalnst Cuba, the
Soviets would ba placed autozaticzlly urder great pressure to res
'_ spord iﬁ veys which, if tlrey could not save Cubda, weuld 1inflict

)/ For a further conzent on differences betveen reaction to a
bleckade ard to US reasvres of foree against Cuba, se2
Avnex A. - '

S



T NTTT AT T Twm T e FEPEP
B Lo ‘ : Y . . ’,
e s T . .." ) ' »' - A . * :"!
)
,

en offeetting dnjury to US interests, This vould be true vhether
the action vas 1imited to an effort to neutralizé tﬁé strategic |
wissiles, or these mlseiles plus airfields, surface-to-air missile
gites, or crulse missile sites, or in fact an outright invasion

designed to dostroy the Castro regime.

10, In rcaction to any of the various foros of US action,

e

the Soviets would be elarmed apd agitated, since they have to date
‘estimated that the Ué would pot take wilitary action in theAfacé of
Soviet warnings of the danger of puclear ware They would recognize
. that US wilitary actfon posed a rajor challenge to tné prestige of -
the USSR, We must of‘course recogaize the possivility that the
Soviets, wider pressure to respozd, would agaiv misealculaté and
respond in a way vhich, through a series of ections end reactlans;

could escalate to general var,

11, Cu the other hend, the Soviets have no public treaty
with Cuba and have not aéknowledged that Soviect bases ere on thé
islands This situstion provides then vith a pretext for treativg |
US military actionvagaimst Cﬁba as on effair which does not directly
fuvolve them, ard thereby avelding the risks of a stroﬁg respcﬁse.

We do not believe that the USSR would attack the US, edther frea’

55-



 Bovict bases or vith its misstles in Cuba, even if the laiter vere
operational end not put out of action before they eould be readied ’
- for £iringe. '

12, Since the USSR would not dare to resorﬁ to general var
and éould not hore to preveil locally, the Soviets wculd almost
certainly consider retallatory actions outsi&e Cubas The timing
and selection of such moves wéuld depend heavily vwon the farediate |
context of events and the USSR's appreciation of US attitudes.‘ Tbé
most likely location for broad retalistion cutsicde Curta epyears to
be Berlin, Trey might react bere vith major horasswents, inters
ruptions of access to‘tbe city‘or éven a blockade, with or without

the slgning of a separate peace treaty,

13. We belleve that whatever course of rctaliaticn ¢he USSR
elected, the Soviet leaders would not deliberately initiate general
war or take tilitory woasures, which in their calculation, would run

the gravest risks of general var,
\
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DIF“ERENCE BFTWEﬁN bOVIET RFSPON&EQ TO A PLOCKADE
AND US MEASURES OF FCRCE AGAINST CUBA

1. Under blockade the Soviets would céncentrate on politiéal
" exploitation, especially 4n the UN, They might risk violent en-
v_eounters in attempts to penetrate the blockade, but they would not
- resort to major force in the area of Cuba or forceful retaliation
elsevhere, at least initially, If US enforcezént'of the blockade
jnvolved use of force by the US, the Soviets might regpend on én

equivalent level, but weculd seck to avold escalation.

z.‘ In the case of US use of force againsf Cuban territory,
the 1kelihood of a Soviet response by force, either locally or
for retalisticn elsewhere, would be greater, (We ere unable to
estivate the yprecise degree of likelihood, but we do not wish to
wminimize the possibility of scre Sovied respenss cutside Cuba, par-
ticulsrly in oreas such as Eorlin whore the Cemnminiot rnre capéble~
of acting regardless of what karrens in Cura, Yo tolieve that the
Soviets ore s:maviit less likely to retalicte with military force
in arcas cutside of Cuba in recponse to a cready ord effective ell-

out invasion than to other forzs of U3 nilitary ac u,c4.)
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-j3. In essenvce, thx bﬁuskads aituauian y*aééa the Sovlets
ff under no iuzediate pfessure to chosee a reaponse with force,
Tﬁbuy can thus doge to use pol tica) reans to camnel.tha Us ¢ ,O'éé;.’
sist, ard reserve a vesort to force ustil the US hes sctually used
force. Toey would certaluly estizate that the generally adverse
reactions, even on the part of US allius, to the US b ockaée-wbuld
offer an excellent ovpoxtun Ay to dbring enoYaous pressures on the
US to desict, -They could hefghten these pressures by threatening
. - retaliation in Berlin or actually undertaking major haraszcrents
there, ard would probably do so at some stage. 'I"h\_a we belleve a
ranid occupation of O.ma would be more lixkely 10 vake tae & poue"sr
pause In operine new theaters of confilet than linited sction or

action wvhich drags out,
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MILYTARY IGﬂIFICAMCE & BALIISTIC MISSILES IN CUBA

1. Cuban-based MXEMs and TRUMs equipped with nuslear warheeds
vould auvgment thz present linilted Soviet ICBY capability against the
US by virtue of 'theu abllity to strike at similar types of targets

T TN e s e T e e
vith warheads of genevally similar yields. : ‘
o
R ‘"‘he accuracies of the VREMs and IRBYs

are belleved to te sozewhat Letter than those of ICEMs at presents
Systen rellabilities, while varying with the several systcms, are

generally cotizarable.

2. The Soviets cculd inerease thelr gross earitility to dellver
nuclear warheads against the US mera repldly by dostelling oddlzicnzi

missiles 4n Cuba than bybuild.gn6 up their ICEM foreces MRENs are

ja

avall=hle to t¥2 UIIR 4o nnatity sxd e subotantlal foree eould be

built vp 12 Cuka thchv slorificuntly reincing the wei*bt of tcoter

».-r\l

ard tlssile atlack V;:t ‘2 L::R could direct egainst Evrzpe. 1201l

-l

units n Cubz could provatly be Srousht o o:erat*cﬂal read:nﬁss witzin
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t [ - a matter of days, ard fixed sitéé would prcbadbly be readfr in a rat- -

S ter of weeks,

3¢ Considering these factors and the ev;dence‘nﬁw available,
ve believe that a force of cooe é@ MRBﬂV}RBM l&unchéré_could.bé .
ofemtional in Cuba in a few weeks » and that it would be entirely
feasible for the USSR t0 have & force tyo or three times thls size
- dn Cudbg vithin a few months.' Tals can be coupared with-our estimate -
that abcﬁt €0-65 ICBM leunchexs ave cperatiocnal 4n the USSR st o
present, and that some )25-175 will Le operational in m_.‘.:_l-1963ag/
In terms of sélvo caputility, considerlng averege estimatéd-relia-
bility factors, a 20-launcher MRRM/IRBM force Zn Cuba would theoe
retically bte able to deliver 14-15 mzeleaf varheads on targeta in
the US 1n a first striks, a LO-lsuncher force covld deliver 27-30,

and a €0-launchor ferce L1-L35,

would possess an advantuge over Soviet-based IChlMs in that they

would approach the US with a shorter ﬁiceacf-flight, ard from a

W P =t S

E g/ Dissentirg estiratss o Soviet ICEM force levels ove recorded
in NME 11-8-62, "Soviet Capobllities for Lerg Razge Attock,"
_dated 6 July 1522, . ~
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';t?;dixecticn not now covered by US BIMGWS capabil;ties. For retaliatoxyt"
;%{ew seeondrstrike purpnses, Soviet HRBH/IRBM aystems in CQba would -
‘;have dimlnishcd utility‘becauso uf their eoft configuraticna, their"
| re&ction timee, and the prdbability that virtually all could.be de-~
~ tected and targeted, A aingle overseas base area such as Cuba does
“'n.ot érovidc the Sovicts s{ith strategic dlspersal comporatle to that
| provided by the worldwide deploywent of US forcess Vorzover, Cuﬁanl -
fbésea_cculd be eliminsted by short-range Us.ueaponst withou$'any re-‘

;duction iﬁ the nucleer delivery forces progrdmed.against the USSR
1teelf. I ”

Se In the pear future, therefore, Soviet gross capgbilitieS'
. for initial attsck on US military and civilian targets can be in-
| creacsd considerably by Cuban«based rissiles, However, the deploy-
ment of these missiles in Cuba will p-obably not, ino the Sb&iet
Judguent, insure destruction of the US second strike capébility to
a dearee wkich would eliminate sn ucacceptably k avy retaliator .
attéck on the USSR. If the £issile duiliup in Cuba con tirues, the
- Soviet capabllity to blunt a retaliatery attack will be prcgress;vél;

erhanced,



